according to their previous history, whereas closed contingencies consist of predetermined criteria for effective responding. Examples of open and closed contingencies are fixed-time versus fixed-interval reinforcement schedules, respectively (Alleman & Zeiler, 1974; Innis, Simmelhag-Grant, & Staddon, 1983) . If within-individual consistencies are essentially biographical tendencies in behavior, their evaluation requires experimental situations in which historical tendencies may be observed, overriding the effects of presently acting variables (otherwise, present contingencies will mask individual differences).
Operant methods allow for the design of experimental situations involving complex, social-like open contingencies, through the use of different scheduling procedures of antecedent and consequent stimuli. (Note, however, that scheduling procedures and contingency arrangements are not the problems to be studied here. They are used only as techniques that allow for the evaluation of biographical within-individual consistencies.) In a previous study (Ribes & Sanchez, 1992) , within-subject consistencies were found in adults performing a computer task simulating a risk-taking situation. In this task, stimulus variables were scheduled as concurrent open contingencies, except for a posttest control condition in which contingencies were closed for two experimental subjects. The task involved a screen simulating two simultaneous horse races. Subjects could bet on only one horse in one of the two races . On one side of the screen, three of the numbers were signaled as favorites to win the race, while on the other side no information about favorite horses was provided. On the side where favorite horses were signaled, the probability of winning a race was held constant. On the side without favorites , the probability of winning cou ld be lower or higher with a wide variation in the number of points to be won. The points obtained on either side were matched according to a predetermined schedule, and the outcomes were independent of the subjects's choices. Subjects were not required to fulfill any performance criterion. One year later, a replication of this study, with minor variations, was run with some of the same subjects.
The results of this study confirmed theoretical expectations. As in Harzem's (1984) study, without specific response requirements , subjects showed different performances under the same experimental conditions. Each subject showed a particular pattern of choices in the two-horse race situation, in spite of the fact that they received the same average number of points per session as a consequence of their bets. Curve fitting to the number of changeovers as a function of accumulated points showed similar profiles when within-individual performances of 2 subjects were compared after a 1-year delay. These data supported the possibility of observing within-individual consistencies (interactive styles) with open contingencies. When contingencies were "closed" for 2 subjects, both subjects tended to show similar performances, so that the individual patterns observed during the open contingencies disappeared.
Interactive styles, defined as individual consistencies, should occur across time-across repeated measures, as well as across situations-in two different situations. An individual should show similar interactive functions in a same situation at different times, and should also show similar interactive functions in different settings. Settings may be different in terms of the specific task involved, but if consistencies are expected, these settings should be functionally similar. In the case of the studies described above, subjects were assessed across time in a risk-taking situation consisting of a choice between horse races, in which one of the races signaled favorite horses and provided a higher probability to win, while the other race did not signal the favorite horses and provided larger earnings in case of winning (but the probability of doing so was lower).
In the experiments to be described here, subjects were evaluated in a modified version of the horse-race situation at different times, in order to replicate our previous finding of consistencies across time. Additionally, the subjects were evaluated across situations using a different risk-taking task consisting in a stock-exchange game . Because these experiments were a systematic replication of the study by Ribes and Sanchez (1992) , we considered that 4 subjects would be sufficient as an initial step, considering the additional difficulty in obtaining volunteer participation across a 4-month separation.
Method

Subjects
Four adults (ranging from 21 to 23 years of age), 2 male (M-1 and M-2) and 2 female (F-1 and F-2), undergraduate psychology students at the University of Guadalajara, volunteered as subjects. None of them knew the purpose of the experiments.
Apparatus and Setting
Two Pentium II microcomputer systems were used; the screen displayed stimuli and outcomes. Subjects used the keyboard to respond, scanning the stimuli to choose one. The task was programmed using Tool Book II (instructor), and responses were recorded by the computers. Experimental sessions were carried out in two isolated rooms where the computer systems were located. For all experiments, two daily sessions were run (from 2 to 5 p.m.), except for the first day in which three sessions were run.
Design
Three studies were carried out. In the first study subjects were exposed to a horse-race game (Experiment 1). Three and four months later, the same subjects were exposed again to the horse-race game (Experiment 2) and to a stock-exchange game (Experiment 3). These studies allowed for within-subject comparisons across time with respect to the horse race situation and for within-subject comparison across situations (the horse-race and stock-exchange games). Table 1 describes the design used in these studies. Each experiment involved 12 sessions, and in each session subjects were exposed to four different phases of 15 trials each . In order to facilitate the discrimination of each condition, choices on the left were always aSSigned a higher probability of success than choices on the right. In two of the four phases in each session , probabilities of winning were 0.6 and 0.4 for the left and right choices respectively; in the other two phases, these probabilities were 0.8 and 0.2, respectively. The order of these phases was changed across sessions as indicated in Table 1 . The last four sessions (9 to 12) were used as control sessions to evaluate the effect of closed contingencies with specific instructions. In any phase, subjects could win 750 points by responding only on one side. The total number of points scheduled in each phase, for both sides, was 1500.
Procedure
The experimental tasks consisted of two different games displayed on the computer screen. One game simulated two simultaneous horse races, and subjects were asked to choose and bet on the horse they thought would win one of these particular races. The other game simulated two simultaneous investment sessions in different stock exchanges, and subjects were asked to choose where to invest in financial actions. Figure  1 shows the screens of both tasks.
The horse-race game was presented on a partitioned screen. A race was displayed on each side of the screen. Subjects could bet on only one of the two simultaneous races (Figure 1 ). On the left side of the screen, three of the horses were signaled as favorites to win the race. On the right side there were no favorites. Choosing the left side (the "conservative" alternative) provided more opportunities to win, but choosing the right side (the "risky" alternative) provided more earnings in case of winning. At the bottom of each side of the screen, information was provided on the total cumulative number of paints won in each side. The subjects could move the cursor over the numbers representing the horses in each race by pressing the "arrow" key to the right or to the left. In order to change over from one race to another, the subjects had to press the ''tab'' key. By pressing the "enter" key when the cursor was on one of the numbers, the subjects could bet on the chosen horse, and the cursor could not be moved any more. On each trial they could bet only once and on one horse only. At the end of a trial, the display on the screen was replaced by information on the outcome: Whether a win or a loss, and if a win, the number of points won. The next trial was signaled by a tone. The stock-exchange task was similar in operation and instructions to the horse-race game. Each trial lasted 20 seconds and intertrial intervals were 3 seconds long. If the subject bet on a horse before the 20-s period elapsed, the screen display was frozen for the remainder of the trial. If the subject had not bet after 20 s, the screen display was changed and a legend saying "Sorry, you didn't bet" (or "invest") appeared. Variations in probability and magnitude or number of earnings were balanced in such a way that at the end of the session , by responding on either side, the subjects would obtain the same amount of points (3000). Scheduling of points was not contingent on responding. Outcomes of each side were predetermined by the program and did not change during the session. Before beginning with the experimental sessions, a training session was run to teach subjects to move around the horses and races and to bet on a special horse.
Screen of Horse Race
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Screen of Stock Exchange
The following instructions were given during the first eight experimental sessions of the two studies involving the horse-race game, in which open contingencies were evaluated:
On each side of the screen there is a different horse race with ten horses in each. You can bet only on a horse in one of the races, by pressing "enter" when the cursor is on the selected horse. You can partiCipate in a race by pressing the function keys located on the same side as the horse you are going to bet on .
You may explore and move around all the horses you wish before betting.
From the beginning of a race you have 20 s to make your bet. After 20 s you will lose your chance to bet. In the left-side race, you will be informed about the three favorite horses on each occasion. In the right-side race no information is provided. In the left-side race you have more opportunities to win than in the right-side race, but in case you win in the right side you will earn more pOints.
Let's begin the races. Good luck and have fun! During the last four sessions, in which contingencies were closed, the following instructions were added:
This time you will have only 8 s to make your bet. In order to obtain a CD with music at the end of the following four sessions, you will have to earn at least 3100 points per session. Try to do your best to earn as many races and points as possible.
Instructions for the stock-exchange game were similar, replacing horse races with financial investments. Figure 2 shows the frequency of left and right choices in the three experiments for every subject. In Experiment 1, M1 and F2 showed variable preferences between the left and right sides during the open contingencies, whereas F1 and M2 preferred the conservative alternative (the left side) . During the last four sessions under closed contingencies, M 1 split his choices among both alternatives, F1 maintained her preference for the left side, and M2 and F2 increased or switched their preference towards the risky alternative. In Experiment 2, F1 and F2 showed patterns similar to those in Experiment 1; M1 preferred thE! risky alternative during the closed contingencies sessions, and M2 showed an even choice for both sides during the open contingencies sessions. Finally, in Experiment 3, F1 and F2 sharpened and maintained their preference patterns, and M1 and M4 showed abrupt changes of prefemnce between sessions during open contingencies; both subjects switched to the conservative alternative during closed contingencies. Figure 3 shows the frequency of choices in the conservative alternative (left side) and the frequency of choices of the favorite horses or recommended stocks in the three experiments for every subject. M1 and F2 frequently chose one of the favorite horses or recommended stocks during the intermediate and last sessions in Experiments 2 and 3. The other 2 sujects did not show any preference for the favorite horses or stocks. Figure 4 shows the mean frequency of changeovers between both alternatives before the choice response in the three experiments for every subject. M1 and M2 showed frequent chan~leovers between the two Figure 5 shows the mean number of points earned for choosing each of the alternatives in the three experiments for every subject. Because F1 consistently bet in the conservative alternative (left side), almost all points earned corresponded to that choice. However, with some exceptions, in the other 3 subjects the number of points earned in each alternative did not match the frequency of choices on each side.
Results
In order to find a general function describing individual consistencies across time and situations in risk taking, an eight-degree polynomial regression (Hays, 1963) was calculated, correlating frequency of changeovers from both sides with the number of points accumulated across sessions under open contingencies. The use of an eight-degree polynomial regression injected variability in the profiles representing individual behavior, and in such conditions the obtainment of similar profiles provided better support for the existence of within-subject consistencies. Figure 6 shows the regression functions for M1 and F1 in the three experiments. On the left side of the figure, M1 showed different functions in changing over from each side of the experimental tasks; nevertheless, the profiles of changing over as a function of the accumulated points are very similar across experiments. In two cases the coefficient of multiple determination, P-, showed negative values caused by the limited number of events being analyzed. The right side of Figure 6 shows the regression functions for F1. Because this subject tended to respond and choose exclusively on the left (conservative) alternative, changeovers only took place from the right to the left side of the task. Nevertheless, the observed functions were also consistent across experiments. Figure 7 shows the regression functions for F2 and M2. The left side of the figu re shows the data for F2. The patterns across experiments for changeovers from left to right are very similar. The patterns across experiments for changeovers from right to left are similar in Experiments 2 and 3 (although some points do not appear in Experiment 3 because of the limited number of observations) ; the pattern in Experiment 1 consisted of a horizontal function. The right side of the figure shows the data for M2. With the exception of a small tail in Experiment 2 for changeovers from right to left, the patterns of changeovers on both sides are very similar in the three experiments. 
Discussion
The results of the present experiments replicate most of the findings reported by Ribes and Sanchez (1992) . First, it was found that subjects performed differently under identical experimental conditions when instructions did not specify response or outcome criteria. Second, when contingencies were closed by setting an outcome criterion , behavior became less variable. Third , differences in choice behavior between subjects did not change according to obtained consequences, because points earned in each alternative did not match the relative frequency of choices on each side. Finally, and most importantly, the individual profiles of risk taking, estimated through polynomial regressions of the frequency of changeovers over the number of points accumulated, showed consistencies within individuals across time and tasks.
Data from these experiments seem to support the assertion that individual consistencies can be observed in behavior. These consistencies are not to be identified with trained performances and skills (Staats, 1975) , such as those explicitly arranged in learning situations. These consistencies rather reflect individual styles in real-time interactions with actual contingency arrangements of risk taking. The particular development of styles in different contingency-situations makes every individual unique. Otherwise, the concept of personality would be needless, and could be replaced by concepts dealing with biological or social types, as is prevalent in some so-called personality theories (Allport, 1961; Cattell, 1957; Eysenck, 1953; Guilford, 1959; Magnusson & Endler, 1977) . From a behavioral standpoint, individuals are unique in the way they behave or interact with situations, not in what they know or do or in their motives and goals. Since behavioral uniqueness is the outcome of development as a personal biography, interactive styles seem to be detectable only under open-contingency situations. The elimination of specific requirements and demands allows for the functional influence of historical, nonspecific variables in a given situation.
In our experiments, open contingencies involved noncontingent outcomes and instructions that emphasized the behavior to be performed without reference to established outcomes or response requirements. Open-contingency instructions contrast with typical instructions in which a specific demand is established regarding the expected performance, the relation of performance with outcomes, and the outcomes to be achieved . To the extent that situational contingencies are left "open," individual performances may reflect, in different degrees, biographical features relevant to the interaction with a class of contingencies, for example, risk taking. In our experiments, individual consistencies were observed in the form of between-subject differences under identical conditions as shown by the performance profiles identified through the polynomial regression functions. Each subject showed a consistent profile in risk taking, different from the others', and these individual consistencies in the way of interacting with a risk-taking contingency may account for the between-subject differences and variability.
The concept of personality as individual consistencies requires withinsubject replicability in time and across situations, that is, similar profiles in the same task at different times and in different tasks. Fitting curves to correlate the frequency of changeovers with accumulated points in the same task (horse race) with a 4-month delay, and in a different, but related task (stock exchange), showed marked resemblances in the functions obtained by each subject in the three experiments. The forms of the curves showed an acceptable within-subject consistency across time and situations, although the values of r2 were low or negative in some cases because of the limited number of observations and the degree of freedom used in the regression analysis. These functions seem to be an adequate description of the risk-taking profile or interactive style of each subject.
This study suggests that it is possible to experimentally evaluate individual consistencies in the form of interactive styles. To do so, it seems necessary to set up complex contingency arrangements to be identified both in natural and social environments, such as risk taking, decision making, ambiguity tolerance, and so on. Interactive styles would consist of the unique manner in which each individual deals with these contingency arrangements under open contingencies, in terms of his/her characteristic reactional biography (Kantor, 1924 (Kantor, -1926 . Styles should be considered as historical outcomes of the individual's interactive biography, and the concept would satisfy the logical status of a dispositional category (Ryle, 1949) , fulfilling only descriptive and predictive functions without explanatory value per se. Additional research is needed to explore the general functions shown by individuals in different complex contingency arrangements (Atkinson & Feather, 1966; Gardner, Jackson , & Messick, 1960) and to evaluate how these functions relate to each other in terms of the type of contingencies and parameters involved.
